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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: The 
paragraph numbers on page 13-19 of the proposed specification dated on 09/26/2005 is 
not in order. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1, 3, 4, 6-16, 18-20 and 22-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains 
subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable 
one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to 
make and/or use the invention. 

As described in the specification, specially on page 6, paragraph 0014, the total 
vehicle mass is determined from resistance forces resulting from rotational forces, air 
resistance, rolling resistance and the slope descending force. There is no disclosure to 
include vehicle acceleration is determined from resistance forces resulting from 
rotational forces, air resistance, rolling resistance and the slope descending force. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter 
as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall 
not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(f) or (g) prior 
art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 12, 14, 16, 18, 19, 22, 24, 28, and 30 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Leimbach et al. (US 6314383B1), and in view 
of Lalor et al. (US 6332354B1), and Bellinger et al. (US 20030040861 A1). 

With respect to claims 1 , 8, and 24, Leimbach et al. disclose a system and 
method for determining a vehicle mass while taking different driving situations into 
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consideration. It is true because in Leimbach et al. the mass value of the vehicle is 
determined either when the vehicle is traveling on a roadway slope or when the vehicle 
is traveling on a street level (Leimbach et al., column 4, lines 16-34). The evaluation of 
a vehicle acceleration is also discussed in the patent (column 3, lines 31-51). Thus, the 
teachings of Leimbach et al. read on the limitation: "a method for determining the mass 
of a motor vehicle while taking different driving situations into consideration, involving an 
evaluation of a vehicle acceleration". In addition, in column 3, lines 31-51, Leimbach et 
al. further describe the determination of mass M ges for a vehicle acceleration a F hzg as the 
following: 

Mges * a F hzg = Fantr - Fr 0 h - F Lu ft - F Ha ng- F Ro t, which reads on the limitation: 
"wherein a part from a driving force of a vehicle drive unit, resistance forces resulting 
from rotational forces, air resistance, rolling resistance and the slope descending force 
are taken into consideration". 

Although Leimbach et al. teach a braking system to receive the command signal 
from the brake system controller (102) (see figure 1), Leimbach do not disclose: "a 
braking force is also taken into consideration", "individual mass evaluation results from 
each of the plurality of driving situations are stored, and the stored individual mass 
evaluation results are combined into a collective mass value". 

Lalor et al. is directed to a system and method for determining the effectiveness 
of a braking system and for measuring changes in the mass of a motor vehicle. In Lalor 
et al., the braking force is considered as it is F = M * D, wherein M is the actual vehicle 
mass, D is deceleration rate (Lalor et al, column 9, lines 1-15). 
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Bellinger et al. teaches another system/method for estimating vehicle mass 
including: "individual mass evaluation results from each of the plurality of driving 
situations are stored, and the stored individual mass evaluation results are combined 
into a collective mass value" (Bellinger et al., abstract; figures 2A and 2B, steps 124, 
126, and 128). 

Hence it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the system of Leimbach et al. to include the 
teachings of braking force as represented in Lalor et al.'s in order to provide vehicle 
safety while vehicle is traveling on a typical roadway that has a specific coefficient 
friction. 

With regard to claims 3 and 18, Leimbach et al. disclose the limitation: "when 
determining the collective mass value, different driving situations are weighted 
differently (Leimbach et al., figure 3; column 4, lines 27-34). 

With regard to claims 4, 6, 19, and 22, Leimbach et al. disclose the limitation: "for 
taking the slope descending force into consideration, a roadway inclination is 
determined by determining, by means of at least one longitudinal acceleration sensor 
installed in the vehicle, an acceleration occurring in the horizontal direction and by 
relating it to the acceleration occurring in the roadway direction (Leimbach et al, column 
3, lines 45-51 ; column 4, lines 27-34). 

With regard to claims 12 and 28, Lalor et al. teach that the braking force is 
determined from the actual vehicle mass and the deceleration rate. Therefore, Lalor et 
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al. is inherently disclose that the braking force is distributed on the vehicle wheels on a 
specific path is not the same. 

With respect to claim 16, Leimbach et al. disclose a system and method for 
determining a vehicle mass while taking different driving situations into consideration. It 
is true because the mass value of the vehicle, as discussed herein, is determined either 
when the vehicle is traveling on a roadway slope or when the vehicle is traveling on a 
street level (Leimbach et al., column 4, lines 16-34). The evaluation of a vehicle 
acceleration is also discussed in the patent (column 3, lines 31-51). Thus, the 
teachings of Leimbach et al. read on the limitation: "a method for determining the mass 
of a motor vehicle while taking different driving situations into consideration, involving an 
evaluation of a vehicle acceleration". Furthermore, in column 3, lines 31-51, Leimbach 
et al. further teach that the determination of mass M ges for a vehicle acceleration a F hzg as 
the following: 

Mges * a F hzg = Fgntr - Froii - F Lu ft - F Ha ng- F Ro t, which reads on the limitation: 
"wherein a part from a driving force of a vehicle drive unit, resistance forces resulting 
from rotational forces, air resistance, rolling resistance and the slope descending force 
are taken into consideration". 

Although Leimbach et al. teach a braking system to receive the command signal 
from the brake system controller (102) (see figure 1), Leimbach do not disclose: "a 
braking force is also taken into consideration". 

Lalor et al. is directed to a system and method for determining the effectiveness 
of a braking system and for measuring changes in the mass of a motor vehicle. In Lalor 
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et al., the braking force is considered as it is F = M * D, wherein M is the actual vehicle 
mass, D is deceleration rate (Lalor et al, column 9, lines 1-15). 

Hence it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the system of Leimbach et al. to include the 
teachings of braking force as represented in Lalor et al.'s in order to provide vehicle 
safety while vehicle is traveling on a typical roadway that has a specific coefficient 
friction. 

With regard to claims 14 and 30, Leimbach et al. teach that the detectable offsets 
in vehicle acceleration and driving force are corrected via the comparison of those to a 
predetermined threshold (Leimbach et al., column 4, lines 52-60). 

With regard to claims 15 and 31 , Leimbach et al. teach "plausibility controls are 
provided" (see Leimbach et al., column 3, lines 53-59). 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Leimbach et al. (US 6314383B1 ), Lalor et al. (US 6332354B1 ), Bellinger et al. (US 
20030040861 A1), and further in view of Zhu et al. (US 643851 0B2). 

Neither Leimbach et al., Lalor et al., nor Bellinger et al. are addressing the 
limitation "the component of the acceleration in the roadway direction normal to a gravity 
direction is determined from a satellite-based navigation system". The U.S. reference to 
Zhu et al. has been cited to overcome the missing feature from Leimbach et al. and 
Lalor et al. by teaching a system/method estimating vehicle mass, wherein the 
component of the acceleration, which is the vehicle speed, is determined from a 
satellite-based navigation system (see Zhu et al., column 4, lines 49-51). 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the system of Leimbach et al., Lalor et al, and Bellinger et 
al. to include the teachings as taught by Zhu et al. so that vehicle mass is accurately 
determined as important as the vehicle safety system and are in account. 

Claims 7 and 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Leimbach et al. (US 6314383B1 ), Lalor et al. (US 6332354B1 ), Bellinger et al., and 
further in view of Weiberle et al. (US 63741 71 B2). 

Leimbach et al., Lalor et al., and Bellinger et al. fail to teach the limitation: " a 
vehicle body pitch angle is taken into consideration". 

The U. S Patent No. '171 B2 to Weiberle et al. has been provided as teaching 
"vehicle body pitch angle is taken into consideration" as claimed (see figure 2; column 3, 
lines 17-30). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Leimbach et al., Lalor et al., and 
Weiberle et al. so that the vehicle braking force is properly adjusted to keep the vehicle 
in a stable condition, specifically when the vehicle is moving uphill or down hill. 

Claims 9 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Leimbach et al. (US 6314383B1), Lalor et al. (US 6332354B1), Bellinger et al. and 
further in view of Demi et al. (US 6059379A). 

The combination of Leimbach et al., Lalor et al., and Bellinger et al. fail to 
disclose the following: "the braking fore is determined from a braking pressure and an 
estimated coefficient of friction between a brake lining and a brake disc." 
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The U.S Patent No. '379A to Demi et al. has been cited as disclosing the 
limitation as stated above (Demi et al., column 3, lines 9-24). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to substitute the teachings of braking force, as clearly explained in 
Demi et al. patent, to the teachings of braking force disclosed in Leimbach et al., Lalor 
et al., and Bellinger et al. so that the braking force applied to each wheel is 
automatically adjust to keep the vehicle in a stable condition. 

Claims 10 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Leimbach et al. (US 6314383B1 ), Lalor et al. (US 6332354B1 ), Bellinger et al., and 
further in view of Yasui et al. (US 20020008423A1 ). 

Leimbach et al., Lalor et al., and Bellinger et al. fail to include the following: "only 
braking operations without notable slippage between tires and roadway are taken into 
consideration". 

Yasui et al. has been cited as teaching a vehicle system, in which the braking 
operation is taken into consideration. The slippage is prevented while the braking force 
is distributed to each wheel of a vehicle (Yasui et al., paragraph 0034). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Leimbach et al., Lalor et al., Bellinger 
et al., and Yasui et al. so that the vehicle is maintained in a stable condition whether it 
travel on a slippage surface or not. 
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Claims 1 1 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Leimbach et al. (US 6314383B1 ), Lalor et al. (US 6332354B1 ), Bellinger et al. , 
Demi et al. (US 6059379A), and further in view of Yasui et al. (US 20020008423A1 ). 

Leimbach et al., Lalor et al., Bellinger et al., and Demi et al. fail to include the 
following: "only braking operations without notable slippage between tires and roadway 
are taken into consideration". 

Yasui et al. has been cited as teaching a vehicle system, in which the braking 
operation is taken into consideration. The slippage is prevented while the braking force 
is distributed to each wheel of a vehicle (Yasui et al., paragraph 0034). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Leimbach et al., Lalor et al., Bellinger 
et al., Demi and Yasui et al. so that the vehicle is maintained in a stable condition 
whether it travels on a slippage surface or not. 

Claims 13 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Leimbach et al. (US 6314383B1 ), Lalor et al. (US 6332354B1 ), Bellinger et al., and 
further in view of Heintz et al. (US 5485381 A). 

Leimbach et al., Lalor et al., and Bellinger et al. fail to teach the following: "at 
least one of the roadway inclination and the path traveled during a braking operation is 
determined from a vehicle navigational system". 

Heintz et al. has been cited to overcome the missing feature from said 
combination (Heintz et al., column 2, lines 30-54). 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Leimbach et al., Lalor et al., Bellinger 
et al, and Heintz et al. so that the vehicle speed limit or braking operation is controlled 
appropriately in according to the road surface of a specific road that has been stored in 
the geographic database of the vehicle navigation system. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, see applicant's response, filed 05/16/2006, with respect 
to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 1, 3, 4, 6-16, 18-20 and 22-31 under 35 U.S.C 103(a) 
rejection have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has 
been withdrawn since the cited references does not fairly suggest "individual mass 
evaluation results from each of the plurality of driving situations are stored, and the 
stored individual mass evaluation results are combined into a collective mass value". 
However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of 
Bellinger et al. (US 20030040861 A1). 

Conclusions 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tuan C To whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-6985. 
The examiner can normally be reached on from 8:00AM to 5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jack Keith can be reached on 571-272-6878. 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Patent Examiner, 




September 12, 2006 



